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ABSTRACT . . 

The relationship between class size and students* 
evaluations was examined in two experiients conducted at a public and 
a private university. Results indicated that the r^elationship between 
course enrollment and students* evaluations— with t^e excepti9n of 
the quality of Group Interaction factor score-* tend ad to be small, 
with both very small and very large classes being rated more highly 
than classes in between. The initiaT decline in scudents* 
evaluations, as coarse enrollment increased, was not considered large 
enough to wai:^rant separate norm grotps based on the first experiment. 
In the second experiment, the magnitu^^ of the relationship was 
suf f iciei;it for the Group ^Interaction factor, to make enrollment 
important in interpreting the student ratings. (Author/LBH) 
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^ ABSTRACT 



" The relationship betwe^rf^ass size' and students' evaluations was 
examined in experiments conducted at a public and a private university. . 
In Experiment 1, a curvilinear relatiod^ip where very small and very large 
classes were evaluated raor^ favorably than medium sized classes' provided r 
the best description of the dat^ linear arid log relationships accounted 
for smaller proportions of .the^ariation iri the ratings. This relationship/ 
was reasonably consistent across six a caderrtlp. departments representing the^ 
physical and social sciences, and the humanities. In Experiment 2, students* 
evaluations of classes in|the Division of the Social Sciences were 
summarized; by eight evaluation scores: sfx evaluation factors identified 
through /factor arictlysis and two overall summary rating items. All eight 
relationships were curvilinear, but were eqi^ally well (described by a second 
degree polynomial equation similar to that, found. superiW in Experiment 1, 
or by a log function, In summary, the two experiments itidicated- that the 
relationship between course, enrollment and students' evaluations—with the 
exception of the quality of Group Interaction factor score— tended to be 
smalT, wit,h both very small and very large, classes being rated more highly^/ 
LasS(&s in between. The i'nitial decline in students' evaluations, as 
:*ollment increased, was not considered large enough to warrant 
^orm oroups based on Exper^imept 1- However, in Experiment- 2, the J 
the relationship was sufficient for the Group Interaction factor 
linen t. important in interpreting the student ratings. 
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CLASS SIZE And student ratings of INSTRUCTION: 
A CLARIFICATION OF RELATldNSHIP ' 

9 ■' 
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/ 

Student ratings of instruction are influencing faculty personnel and 
promotional matters at an increasing number of colleges and universities.^ 
Despite the benefits and rationales offered to justify use of sucti ratings, 
, many faculty members have hesitantingly warmed to the concept, Wh^ile 
interested in receiving periodic feedback on perceptions of their teaching 
effectiveness,' some ^faculty argiie that there are important variables im- 
pacting on both the classroom environftent and student perceptions Q,f 
instruction over which they haveoliftle control. Until the influente of 
these v'ariables is accounted for, they contend, a cautious use of these 
ratings in faculty advancement decisions is ess^ential. 

Because of the inconclusive nature of current research, , the increasing 
use, of student ratings in promotional decisions, and rising faculty poncern 
about the impac|: of class sire on ratings, the present investigations were^ 
initiated. In bri^f , th^ purposje of this study was to investigate--in two 
sepa^rate university settings--the nature of the relationship between class 
;i;5^e and student ratings of instruction. The results of this study he^e 
implications for the use of students* evaluations and for admii^i^rati ve 
decijsions concerning the significance of course enrollments. If magnitude 
of course enrollment produces a bias in students' evaluations, then separate 
norms should be established to neutralize this bias l^efore ratings are used 



t self^improvenlent or admlnist If no relationship b6tvfeen 

he two* variables exfsfs^ then the widely held speculation that a^ higher 

quality of irtstruction, is perceived by students in Slhaller classes needs to 

be. ireconstdered, , • 

, flevtewing 'reseai^^^ orj^this relationship, McKejachie (1969) reported 

several' studied with CGnfliCting results in his summaries of ^resdarch on 

. teachf-ng*. He contrasted the positive relationship founjd by Lovell and 

Harder (1955) 'Witt) the negative relationship found by Remmers (1927.) and 

ftiley, Ryan and Uifshitz (1950). In a later review, Costin, Greenough and' 

'\ ■ ^ . '- ■ 

rtenges (1971) pointied to the investigations of Heilman and Armentrout (1936), 

and McDaniel and Feldh&sen (1970) as supporting the existence of a positive' 
.relationship. ^A.s'tudy by B^sel] (1976) presented similarly consistent 
positive relationships: ; Little if any relationship be|tween class' size and 
student ratings was found in studies conducted by Goodhartz (1948), Guthrie 
(19^54), Hildehr$nd, Wilson 'arid Dienst (1^71), Jiobu and Pollis (1971), and ' 
Solomon (1966)^ Trent and Cohen (1973) report that a study, by Gage (196;i) 
suggests the relationship? to'tJe curvilinear. The existence of such a non- 
linear relationship was reconfirmed by Kohlan (1973) and Wood; Linsky and 
Straus (1974). * ' 

Marsh, Overall and Thomas (1976) found small but statistically' 
significant relationshipst between course enrollment and 10 components of 0 
effective instruction, lilnQar correlations with course enrollment accounted 
for 13% of the variance ipf't^ of student-teacher interaction 

factor, but less than 51 orvthe variance in any of the other nine scores 
including overall ratings 0^ the course and ii^tructor, 

Crittenden, Norr and LljBailly (1975) a]s^ reported that thd ipagnitude 
of the relat;fjonship between J^Jtudents' ratings and course enrollment varied " 
"Tor five different evaluattor\^imensions plus a summary rating, item focusing 



on student learning. They found a logrithmic, generally monotprric;^ relatiori- 
ship in which the log of course enrollment accounted for 14% of the variance 
>^n^erms of such items as "encouraides students to become actively involved- 
in learning," but only five or ^six percent t)f the variance in other sets of 
items such as ."knowledge'apd command of subject matter," "^goQd choice of • 
readings and otlier assignments," and "organized and -systematic presentation 

0^" material." . v 

Wood-, Linsky and Straus (1974) ".looked at the relationship between 
students' overall evaluations and class size for over 4000 courses rep- 
resenting 16 different campuses. The lack of coinparability ir) evaluation • 
instruments used at the different schools and the lack of precise enrollment. 

'figures forced the authors to use several arbitrary assumptions. Howetbr, 
a clear curvilinear relationship was found in which evaluations started ^ - 

" out favorably and gradually declined as enrollment reached about 250; these 
evaluat-jons then-^became increasingly favorable for even larger classes. ^ 
The aqtflors speculated th^t the low point represented the enrollment at_ 
which faculty stopped trying to apply small class teaching techniques to 
largeclisses and began developing procedures more uniquely suited to the 
specific requirements of ve/y large classes. These' authors proposed the & 
intriguing possibility that, at least in some situations, quality of educa- - 
tion as evaluated -by students themselves may be superior in very large 

courses. IP' 

Several sources o^ potential confusion complicate any possible general- 
zations about the effect of course enrollment on -students' evaluations. 
Firsf, tFiL magnitude of the 'relationship needs tol)e considered as well as 
the- statistical 'significance. A small" relationship may.be insignificant when 
based upon a small sample size and significant, though of little practical^ 
importance, whep based upon a large sample size. /Second, the relationship 
inay be non-linear (Gage, 1961; Kohlan, 1973; Wood, Linsky and Straus, 1974). 



'Stiidies based upon simple correlation generally^ assess only the linear > 
trelatfonship while studies based^'updn analysts of variance often a'ssess 
b(?th lirtear and nori-Hnear components of the reptionship. Third, ^udgnts' 
evaluatioiTS can be used. to peasiice .separate components of effective Instruction 
and the reVationship^will vary depending upgn which component is being 
evaluated (Hildebrand, Wilson and Dienst, 1971; Marsh, Overall and Thomas, 
1976;' Crittenden, Norr and LeBailly, 1975).. Finally, almost all research is 
based upon corre>ational data 'which cannat be used to infer a causal rela-- 
tionshij). If less effective instructors. are assigned to teach larger cpsses, 
then the l^ss, favorable evaluations that they receive may not be j fusion 
of e^nroMment alone. Furthermore, £he 'empirical relationship wi 
different procedures for' assigning instructors are used. 



\\1L vary if 



Experiment I " 

Methodology 

During the 1971-72 academic year at the University of California, Los« , 
Angeles' (UCLA), students' evaluations of instructional effectiveness were, 

conducted and results were suifnarized in a student ^course i^ide (Overall, 

'.' ■( ■ , - 

1972). Evaluatioiis of courses from tjie six academic departments (Anthropology, 
Chemistry. Economics, History. Physics, and Psychology) having the broadest ^ 
coverage served as the basis for this study. A total of' 410, .undergraduate - 
classes were evaluated in these six academic departments. Course enrollment^ 
.ranged from 5 to 409 students, with an-average.of 88 (median = 55). Twelve 
percent of the cla'sses had enrollments larger, than. 25)0. Students' evaluations 
for each class were represented by the-class average response to an overall 



suimary rating itpm:, "How strongly would you recommend this instructor to 
others"? Responses to this iteln„were made along a five-point response scale 
varying between n^^^^«iSt*alJ" to '-"5 = very strong / 

A ^^^^ *° determine the relationship 

between studen^^^^^^^V and cours6 enrollment. First," a simple linear 
trent w£is usednqfEfl^^p'the, relatkmship. Added Variance accounted for 
by quadratic and «jJbiSpWonents was then .tested for statistical significance 
<Nie and Associate!, 1975, , p.. 369) . Then, the polynomial trend analysis 
was repeated for -two different log transformations of the enrollment data*. 
1) a log to the base. 10 transformation, and 2) a categorization of enroll- 
.ments into approximately equally space log units--less .than 11, 11 to 20, 
-21 to 40, 41 to 100, 101 to 200, and over 200. Finally, a "categories of 
enrollment" x. "academic department" analysis of variance was performed on ^ 
the students' evaluations. The academic department by enrollment interaction 
provided a test of whether the relationship between students' evaluations 
and enroTlment was consistent across different academic departments. T^is 
^aClysis was f)erformed with the classic experimental des i grynjj^Jnc^ 
due to the interaction effeql, and vebriation unique to each main effect were 
tested separately (Nie and Associates, 1975, p. .405). v 

Results 

■The line^ir relationship between the overall instructor rating 'and cDurse 
enrollment (r = -.01) did'rtot even' reach statistical si gnificahce.. However, . 
, the quadratic, cubic, and cuartic components of enrollment each added . . • ' 
significantly to the variance explained "by enrollment (see Table 1) though 
even' the fourth order-equation accounted for only 7.4%'Of the variance In . / • 
the (Jverall instructor rating. The quadratic function, shbwed an initial decline 
' in favo'rablenfess of evaluations as enrollments increased, to about»200, then 



. ■" . . . ^ • 

showed an increase in favorableaess for even larger enroll men ts^t^e Figure 1), 

The fourth order polynomial ^function was quite similar.^ 

The two non-linear transformations of ^s enrollment data— log to the ^ 
base Id and the discrete categorization into six enrollment groupings (with 
approximately equal log spacing.)r-both accounted for about 3. 3X of the 
variance in .thef overall instructor rating. The second degree polynomial 
eqaation, aecounting for a greater portion of varices, provided a better 
descri potion of the relationshipWtween students' evaluations and Course 
enrol-lment: This conclusion is further supported^ by the fact that even tQr 
the Tog transformations, a quadratic component added signifif antly to, the 
variance explained, as was the case for the untrahsformed enrollment data 
described earlier. ». • . ' 

The six "enrollment categories" by six- "academic departments" analysis .. 

of variance indicated that differences because of enrollment (F(5, 3^5) - 

5.93, p < .001) and academic department (F(5,3;^5) =^ 5.2,^, p < .001) were" 

'Statistically significant/ The interaction ietween .these twq ma.i n '^f f ects , 

however, barely reached statistical signifidance (F(5|375) = 1;78, p < .05). 

This small interaction effect sugges.ted' that., the form and the njagnitude of 

the relationship between students' evaluations arid course enrollment did nbv^ 

' 'J ' ' ' ^ • ' ■ • ■ ■ ■ vv * 

vary sy^stantiaj ly for the six, academic departments considered; in Exfierinient J 



Methodology 



The evaluation 



> Exper*.iment IL • ' \ ' ^ 



n$trument used "in Experiment II was developed for use ' 
in the Div^ision of Social Sciences a^t t+ie University of Southern California 



(use)'. The instrument consisted of 27 evaluation items, the majority of 
which viere derived -f^rom the research of Hildebrand, Wilson ^nd"^ Dienst (1971). 
tactor ana1ysis<'(Marsh, 1976a) supported the existence of six evaluation 
factors that the instrument was des-igned to measure. The median reliability 
of ' the evaluation item&, based on a set of 20 responses, was .84; the median 
reliability of the six evaluation factors ^s .89'*^(Marsh, 1976b). 

Students' evaluations were, summarized by eight evaluation scores--six 
evaluation factors and two overall summary items • The six factor scores 
were based on weighted averages of <^e%valuation items,* while the two overall 
suiTinary ratings were based on respoirfse^ to single items. The six factor 
scores were computed by taking a weighted average of standardized scores and 
substituting the mean for any missing.- values. These f-actor scores were then 
standardized to have a mean of 100 and a standard deviation of 15. The 

evaluation factors and a brief description follow: 

^ ■ 

Breadth of Coverage- -presentation of a broad background encompassing 
alterna^tive approaches to the subject and emphasizing analytic ability 
and conceptual understanding". ^ 

OrganjzatiOR "Wel V organized .apdprepared; Explanations and answers 
are clear. ^kJ^W" 

Group Interaction- -class dl^^siro ertcouraged; students invited to. 
share their own ideas or ^g^^^l^l instructor's. 

Individual Interaction- -f riendly and interested in students; accessible 
to students. 

Instructor Enthusiasm- -di splayed enthusia$m, energy and humor; held 
student interest. 

Learninq/Value- -a valuable, intellectually demandihg learning experience 
* was encountered. - ^ 



Overall Instructor- -a single item asking students "-How does this instructor 
cdmpare with other instructors you have had .at this 'school?" • 

Overall Course^-^a single it^m asking students -"How dbes this course, compar^ 
with other courses you have had at this school?" ^ 



This experiment was conducted in all classes offered in the ten academic 
departments , of the Divisioh*of Social Sciences at the University of Southern 
California. Evaluations were collected in a total of 420 undergraduate 
courses taught by regular faculty during the fall and spring semesters of 
academic year- 1975-76. Enrollments in these courses varied between 4 and 
675. However, the average enrollment of 39.5 {median = 125.5) was much 
smaller than in Experiment I; only 2% of these classes had enrollments oyer 
200. Statistical analysis for this experiment was essentially the same as 
described in Experiment 1; however, the analyses were performed separately ' 
on each of the eight evaluation factor scores .described above, rather than 
on the overall instructor ratings item' alone. 

Results 

In Experiment II ^ "statistically significant relationships were found 
between course enrollment and seven of the eight evaluation scores; the 
relationship with Instructor Enthusiasm was not significant- (see Table .2). 
Each of these relationships involved some non-Tinearity. The second order 

component accounted for a significant proportion of variation in all rela- 

^ ■ * * 

tionships, while the third and fourth order components of the'^ relationship 
with^uality of Group Interaction were also statistically signif ijcant. 

* Insert. Table Z about here 

•Only the relationship between quality of Group Interaction and j:our$e 
enrollment was large enough to be of^practical significance, even thougiji**^ 
other relationships were statistically significant. Coarse enrollment 
accounted for about 20% of the variance iti the Group Interaction score^ 
but accounted for less than 5.5% of the. variance in any of the other 



v» • f ■ • ■ 

■ ■ ■ • , . • .. ^ 

evaluation scores. All eight relictions hips showed a gradual decline ip *• 
favorablness of evaluaticins as Enrollments increased to about| 250 or 300, 

and then showed an increase for ev&/n larger enrollments. 

' ' / 

The proportion of variance separately accounted for by each of the two 

log transfprttiations (see Table 2) was approximately the same as was accoflrt'ted 

for^by the polynomial functions. While both the log functions and the • 

polynomial functions showed an initial decline in evaluations 9s enrollment 

increased, the log functions s/imply levelled off while the polynomial functions. - 

• began to rise. The relatively few number of very large classes in Experiment * 

II did not provide an adequate basis for selecting which description, the log 

function or the polynomial function, wa's test. - * ^ 

The results outlined above indicated that, at least in Experiment II, 

« 

the categorized log transformation adequately described the relationship 
betweert Students' evaluations and course enrollments. The '^categories of 
enrollment" by "academic department" analysis of variance; indicated that ' ^ 
there were generally significant differences due to enrollment: F^ratios 
varied from (F)5,363) = 20. 2-, p < .001) for Group Interaction to the one non- 
significant F(5,363) =1.86 for Instructor Enthusiasm. There were also some 
statistically^, significant differences in the evaluation of courses in 
di fferent .academic, departments. Vhe inlJeraction between course enrollment 
and academic department was small ,\howeyer, r^ching statistical significance 
for o^f^QM the eight evaluation factors: F{32,363) = 1.65, p < .05 for 
aroup4^tTj^^ and F(32,363) = l;64,;p < .05 for Breadth of Cov/ferage. 
Ifiei^ ^"UV^^fi^ractiOD effects implied that both the form and the .magnitude 

of tffe ^^i^tron^hip between course enrollment each, of the ^evaluation 
'■ '^^^j^ ' ' ' ' ^ , 

^l^djd'jiot vary substantially across Jhe different academic departments . 

11 



The above research , has identified several important findings in twp 

different institutionajl settings. Course enrolment was fqund'to be related 

to students' evaluations of instructional effectiveness; however, a sfrnple 

linear representation was not an adequate description of the relationsMp^^ 

in either experiment. Students' evaluations showed an initial decline as ; ;■ 

enrollment increased, levele'd off, and began to ihcrea^se for even higher 

enrollments. The PcSults of Experiment II, showed that the magnitude of the 

relationship between students' evaluations and course enrollment va^ri.ed for , 

differer|t evaluation factors. Course enrollment, which accounted for more 

than ZQ% of the variance in qual i ty of Group Interaction, Was not signifi- 

' cantiy related to' Instructor Enthusiasm, >iJand acc^ounted far no mor0 than 6.2% 

of the variance in any of the other evaluation scores. , There were^ significant 

differences in students' evaluation^ of different academic departments in 

both studies, buf^the interactions between course enrollment and departments 

were small Oifr non-significant. This suggests that the form and magnitude 

of the enrollment/rating relationship is treasonably consistent across 

\ i ' 

departments. ^ - 

Polynomial and log functions explained a much greater percentage of.^ 

the variance in the enrollment/rating relationship than did the linear 

function. In Experiment I, the polynomial function .provided the best 

description of the data. In Experiment II, neither function was, clearly 

superior, although the small rtumber of classes with very large enrollments-- 

relative to Experiment I --did not' provide an adequate basis on which to 

judge the polynomial function. Jhe curvilinear relationship reported by 

Wood, Linsky and Straus (1974)--an initial decline in ratings followed by a 

^ subsequent increase to the point that very large classes are rated .even higher 

than, small ones--was similar to the relationship between Overall Instructor v 

ratings and course enrollment found in both Experiments I and II.' Crittenden, 
■ ' «••*". 

■ ' . ■ ■ 12 



Norr and LeBallly (1975) "recently argued" that a log^functi'eTf provided a 
better descriptio/pf t^e enrollment/rating relationship. However, these 
authors did not attempt to fit a polynomial function to their data, their 
actual data plots do suggest some quadratic trend, and--as with Experiment II— 
their data contain too few very large classes to .adequately test the function. 
Experiment II demor/strated that the magnitude of the relationship 

between course enroHnlent and students' evaluations varied with the particular 

' ■■-..■•'>•-■ 

component of evaluations being considered! While course enrollment yii^ sub-^" 
\ stantially related to quality of Group Interaction, its relationship fith/ 
\ other components was mucH smaller. The, same conclusions/ were drawn by 1^^^ 
Overall and Thomas (1976) in a study using^a similar evaluation: 1n^tr^nrerit . 
a\t the public institution involved in Experiment I. The fact that Group . 
Interaction was the only evaluation factor strongly related to; course ^ ' 
enroll mertil||||?ffered suppor;Crfor the construct .validity of the ratings^ • 

Construct validity requires that a construct be related to variables; with 

^ «■ ■ ' ■ " 

which it;is logically connected gind unrelated to other variables. Indeed/ 
if course enrollment were not more closely related, to the quality of Group 
* Interactioh, than to other components, the cpristruct validity of the student : 
ratings wouJd be suspect. ; 

It is important to look at possible explanations for the curvilinear . 
relationship between enrollments and ratings. In these experime'hts,;facult/^ 
who taught moderately large cUsses--150 to 300 students- -tended to receive 
relatively loWer evaluations— on the average— than "did faculty teaching 
very small or very large classes. , . 

Tofurther investigate the practfcal implications of the initial decline 
in student ratings as enrollment varies" from small to, moderately large, 
representative "siriall classes" (enrollment of 20) and "moderately large 
classes^" (enrollment of 200) were coiif^red in each experiment. In Experiment I 



the average overall instructor rating for a class size of 20 ^^tudents was 
3,98 (corresponding to the 51st percentile), while the average rating for 
a class of 200 was 3.63 (35th percentile). The change in percentile units-r 
16 in this case— would bfe much smaller "forVatings^of either more effective * 
or less effective teachers whose ratings did not fall near the inidclle of . 
the distribution. Thesg^ findings suggest that th^ practical i"mpJic2^;ions^ 

' J , ' . : If ^ 

of this relationship are small and that there' is^ little' need to^.jcons^ider 
the construction of separate norm groups. 

However, the> situation is not sp clear in txperiment II. Looking'at\ ' 
the overall . instructor rating, the, average rating for a class of 20 students 
was 3.92- (47th percentile), while the average rating for a class off ^00>(as 
3.36 (25th percentile). But, the difference is much'larg6r for the evaluation 
factor most closely related to course enrol lmer1t--jthe quality of Grbup Inter-; 
action: 102 (52nd percentile) for a class of 20 and 78.3 (10th percentile) 
for a class of 200. The data in Experiment II ^ 'particularly ratings of 
the quality of Group Interactibn, may- suggest the neeB'for separate norm 
groups. . - 

Several possible explanations exist-for the higher evaluations received 
for courses with very large enrollments. First, instructors may have been 
assigned to the very large classes on the basis of demonstrated success or 
expressed 'interest in these courses. Second, class size--particularly in 
the introductory or prerequisite courses which have no upp^r enrollment " 
' limits— may be determined .by teaching effectiveness. For .example, Students 
who learn about very effective teachers through other students or thrpugh'' 
published summaries of instructor ratings, are more likely; to e'hroll' in 
their classes y and less likely to enroll in courses taught by -.Uss^^ff^tiye 
teachers. Third, instructors in the very large classics riiay:. be mare motivated 
or challent|6.d^. It is very rewarding to have a favorable impact on ^ large 



number of students, while 1t is very embarrassing to ,<io ,a poor job in front 

' * . , * ** 

of a large, audience. Finally, as suggested by- Wood, Linsky^nd 5trausU9 

.instructors of moderately large classes may h&ve tried to adi^pt -inappropriate 

^' ■ ' ' ■' 1 ■ . ' 

teaching »techniQties. from small classes, but wene forced to dfevelop-rbetter 

■ ■ ■ ' ... \ : 

"large -class" techniques as- enrol lm«nts became even larger, /r 

, In summary, non-linear relationships were found between course enroll- 
ment and student ratings of instructional^ effectiveness In two separate 
institutional settings; both very small and very large classes were rated . 
higher, on the- average, than classes in betweetj. Since the percent 
of variance in ratings accounted for by enrollment was 6.3% or less for 
alj but the Group Interaction factor, the^construction of sepa-rate norm 
groups'may be unwarranted. However, for the re3ationship with Quality of 
Group Interaction, class size. is a very potent variable and clearly, needs to 
be considered Mn [Daking any interpretation of these student ratings. 
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TABLE 1 



Relationship Between Course Enrollment and Overall Instructor Rating 

(n=^10 Courses) i 



Evaluation 
Scores ■ 



n2 



r^ ' „ R2 • R2 ^ R2 

" (Hariance^' (4 Variance (% Variance ( Variance ' • '(Hbiance (Variance' 

, AccouWqd'for ■ Accounted f6r " Accoilnted' 'for , Accounted for ■ Accounted for" Accounted- for ' 

. by 1st Order '/« 'by' 1st 6 2nd by lst,2nd, £■ by l:s|, ^nd, 3ed, by Log to "Base by UnearJunc. 

. CoiniJOnei^t)! ' Order Comp.)! cied Order Comp.)!, fi 4th Order Comp.)l lo' F\jnction)2 of Lo'g Gat,)2 ' 



r2 



r2' 



n2 



Overall Instructor , * " 0.,4 ns 



5.2'W* 



3.3^* 



p .01 



ns - not significant 



v.. 



. , ^Statistical significance reefers to, tfie- total proportion of variance explained by the'entire function 

.rather than b]f .any specific component. However, eact) component added significantly 'to the percentage ^ 
s \ of variance explained by the lower order function that did not contajln the component . ' • "\ 
yi 2Q|j^adratic ^bmpon^nts ,of the two log transformations added signif'ican'tly to the proportion of variance 
/ . in'ibverall instructor' rating which was explained by the log transformations of enrolkwt, strengthening 
the conclusion that the rela'tionship is npn-linear, , ; '/ 
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• Relationship 'Between Course Enrollment an'd Students' Evaluations 

■ (n=i^20' Courses) < • " 



I 



Evaluation' ; 
Scores 



R2 



r2 



"2 , 



r2 • 



(Hafiance (Hariance ... (Hariapce ..„, (Hariahcey; ' ' ' .(Hariance, , (Variance, 

Accounted for Accounted for Accounted f^r, . Accounted for ' , Accounted for 'Accounted for j' 

by 1st Order... by 1st I 2nd by 1st, 2nd, t '...by. 1st, 2nd, 3ed, .. by Log to Base by Linear r;Unc-.'. 

' Coraponentji . Order Coiiip.)2 . 3ed Order Comp.)2 £ i+th Order Comp.)2 lo Function\ ' " .of Log Ca^O ' ■ 

^ ,',,:„ •[! I i» . — , — — ii — ' I i V I II II — t- i — ■-' — i 



Breadth , . • 


0.8% ns 


1.5%' - > 


Organization ^ ' ^ 


0.9 nS ' , 

* 


1.3** ' " 


Group Interaction 


12.8''* 


18.1** 20.4^* 


Individual Interaction 


' 3.5** 


5.4** " : 


Enthu'siasin 


0.1 ns 


1.2ns' V, - 


Learning/Value 


. 1.0* 


3.3** • - 


Overall Instructor i ' 


';i.2'^ 


i ' ' * 


Overall Course 


1.9** i 







n fll nQl 

V,Ot lib \ 

\ , \ 




• 

• 


" ''2.5** 


' V_ 3i2*'? . 


1 '1 

,22.2** ■ 


21.2** ■ ' 

t 

.5.3**, 


.^'.'20.3^^* ■ 

■ • \ 




,,0.5' as 


,0.8 nk 




2.6** 


■ .4,0"* 

> 




2.9** 


•3.6** , 
1, 


3 . 


4.8 


6. 2**- 



"1 — r 



* p .05 ■ V ■ : , 

** p .01 ■ " ■ )•'■• ' 

ns - not significant . ■ " 

^Linear relationships between enroUment and stildeqts' evaluations were negative for all eight 'evaluation scoipes. 

: , ' li I . ■ > , . ; , ' ,, 

,00 ^If quadratic or cubic components ""did, not add significantly to the. proportion variance alrfeady accounted for the • . 
term^wag. not considered., Statistical significance ipefers to a te^t if total proportion of variance accour.ted ^ 
.• fortUy the function rather than any particular component of the function. '2 
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